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A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF CERTAIN MANUSCRIPTS 
OF SUETONIUS' LIVES OF THE CAESARS 

Bv Clement Lawrence Smith 

EVERY one who has read Roth's preface to the Teubner edition 
of Suetonius is aware, as Roth himself was fully aware, of the 
very insecure foundation on which our present text of the De Vila 
Caesarum rests. Of the manuscripts on which it is based Roth had 
himself collated Parisinus 6115 (Codex Memmianus) and 61 16; for 
the rest he depended mainly on the often inaccurate excerpts of the 
earlier editors from manuscripts, some of which can no longer be 
identified with certainty. That was in 1857. Five years later Gustav 
Becker published his Quaestiones Cri/icae, in which he brought forward 
some additional material for the constitution of the text, including the 
important Gudianus 268, and marshalled a considerable body of evi- 
dence bearing on the relations of the manuscripts then known. In 
1867 Becker published in the Symbola Philol. Bonn, an account of the 
'Vaticanus Lipsii,' of which he had procured a collation. All this was 
more than thirty years ago. Within recent years the systematic colla- 
tion of the manuscripts of the De Vila Caesarum has been undertaken 
by more than one scholar, but the results of their labors have not yet 
been given to the world, and the construction of an adequate apparatus 
criticus for the text is an end still to be attained. 

As a contribution towards that end 1 undertook, during my residence 
at the American School of Classical Studies in Rome in 1897-98, to 
make a preliminary examination of the manuscripts of the Lives in the 
library of the Vatican, which were practically unknown to Roth ; and in 
the course of my journey from Italy to England, in the following sum- 
mer, I took the opportunity to inspect the most important manuscripts 
of the same work in Florence, Venice, Munich, Leyden, and London. 
The time at my disposal for this undertaking was unfortunately limited 
by the demands of other duties and by the exigencies of travel, so that 
I had not succeeded in examining all the manuscripts of the Lives in 
the Vatican when the library closed near the end of June ; and not all 
the manuscripts examined, there or elsewhere, could be excerpted with 
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equal fullness. The notes and excerpts made, however, constitute a 
substantial body of evidence on the character and relations of over 
thirty manuscripts, and I here submit the results of my investigation in 
the hope that they may clear the ground to some extent for the much 
needed work to be done in this field. 

I give first a list of the codices examined, with the abbreviations by 
which I shall designate them. 

In the Library of the Vatican 

V* Vaticanus Latinus i860. Parchment, folio, early XIV. century. 
Suetonius occupies fol. 16-63, following Floras and followed by 
Vegetius, Eutropius, and two other works, all in the same hand- 
writing ; the rest of the codex is in a different hand. A sub- 
scription at the end of Vegetius gives the date, 13 13. 

V x Vaticanus 1-at. 7310. Parchment, folio, late XIII.' or early XIV. 
century. Suetonius occupies fol. 1-63. 

y* Vaticanus Lat. 1904. Parchment, folio, XI.-XII. century. Sueton- 
ius occupies fol. 1 v-s 2 r, the latter being a completed page, 
ending with decreta sua re- {Cat. 3, p. 120, 14 Roth). The 
other side of fol. 52 is filled with writing of a later date, showing 
that the copy of Suetonius was never carried beyond this point. 
This is the * Vaticanus ' of Lipsius and Torrentius. 

V* Vaticanus I.at. 1905. Parchment, small folio, XV. century. Written 
in Italy in 1466 (colophon). 

V* Vaticanus I.at. 1906. Parchment, small folio, XV. century, with 
colophon : Liber loannis tortellii arretini, quern scribi feci a 
Ioanne alemano familiari meo. (Giov. Tortelli lived 1400- 
C1466.) A beautifully written manuscript, with corrections and 
marginal notes by Tortelli, who is F 2 ' in my excerpts. 

F T Vaticanus Lat. 1907. Parchment, small 4 , early XV. century. In 
two hands. 

V* Vaticanus I.at. 1908. Parchment, large 4 , late XIV. century. 
Colophon gives the date, 1387. 

I'M Vaticanus Lat. 19 10. Parchment, small 4 , XV. century. Written 
in Rome, 1464. In two hands. 

V u Vaticanus Lat. 1913. Parchment, large 4 , XV. century. In two 
hands. 
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V u Vaticanus Lat. 1914. Parchment, large 4 , XV. century. 

V u Vaticanus Lat. 19 15. Parchment, large folio, late XIV. or early 
XV. century. Con tarns Suetonius' Lives (fol. 1-80) and 
Pomponius Mela. 

V u Vaticanus Lat. 3335. Parchment, 4 , XV. century. 

V M Vaticanus Lat. 3336. Parchment, XV. century. Written by Lia- 
noro of Bologna in 1460 (col.). 

V u Vaticanus lat. 9338. Parchment, 4 , XV. century. Colophon 
erased. Folia 1-8, 10, 14, 15, 17, and 33-48 are lost, carrying 
away most of the Julius, the last part of the Augustus, and the 
first two thirds of Tiberius. 

U Urbinas Lat. 457. Parchment, folio, XV. century. 

O 1 Ottobonianus Lat. 1562. Parchment, folio, XV. century. 

0* Ottobonianus Lat. 2008. Parchment, 4 , XV. century. Colophon 
gives the date, 1430. 

R 1 Lat. Reginae Suecorum 833. Parchment, 4 , late XIV. or early 
XV. century. 

R* Lat. Reg. Suec. 1990. Parchment, folio, XV. century. 

P 1 Palatinus Lat. 898. Parchment, folio, XIV. century. This is Gra- 
ter's 'Palatinus I.' 1 

In the Mediceo-Laurentian Library in Florence 

M 1 Bibl. Med. LXVI. 39. Parchment, large 4 , early XIII. century. 
Suetonius begins fol. 20, following Aurelius Victoi. 

M x Bibl. Med. LXIV. 8. Parchment, small 4 , early XIII. century. 

M* Bibl. Med. LXVIII. 7. Parchment, small folio, XI. century. Sue- 
tonius begins fol. 73, following Caesar's Commentaries. 
(The foregoing are cited by the older editors as Mediceus I, II, and 

III, respectively.) 



1 In addition to the foregoing, the Vatican possesses the following codices of the 
lives: 

Vaticanus Lat. 6396. Parchment, XV. century (this MS. escaped my notice, not 
being, I think, in the Catalogue ; its existence was made known to me by Professor 
E. T. Merrill, who found it in the Inventory in 1899); Palatini Lat. 897 (parch- 
ment, 4 , a.d. 141 1) and 896 (paper, 4 , XV. century), Gruter's Palatinus II and 
III respectively; and the following paper codices: Vaticani Lat. 1909, 191 1, 1912, 
2966, 6800, 6803, 7717; Ottoboniani Lat. 1898, 2846; Lat. Reg. Suec. 932, 1755. 
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M k Bibl. S. Cruris XX sin. 3. Parchment, folio, late XIII. century. 
M* Bibl. Med. LXIV. 9. Parchment, folio, XIV. century. Suetonius 
begins fol. 36, following Sallust.' 

In the Library of St. Mark's, Venice 

Ven 1 Lat. X. 30. Paper, 4 , XV. century. 

Fen* Lat. X. 31. Parchment, folio, XV. century. 

Fen* Lat. X. 345. Parchment, small folio, XV. century. 

Z Lat. Zanetti 38*. Parchment, 4°, XV. century. 

In the Royal Library, Munich 

Mon Lat. 5977. Paper, 4 , XV. century. Lacks part of the last 
chapter of Domitian (from senates, p. 253, 31), where the 
writing breaks off in mid-page (fol. 176 r). There are also 
blank spaces in the text, towards the end, where the following 
words should be: froximos (251, n), et Saturius and ludo 
(251, 34 and 35), gratius quicquam (232, 26), subrutilum 
(253, 8), and non (253, 16). The copy was evidently made 
from a codex which had suffered some mutilation towards the 
end and had lost its last leaf entirely. 

In the University Library, Leydcn 
L Perizonianus 4. Parchment, folio, XV. century. 

/// the British Museum 

B 1 Britan. 15. C. 111. Parchment, XII. century. Incomplete by loss of 
last two leaves, carrying away all after alia magis (250, 1); 
fol. 1 and 2 are torn and sewed, with destruction of some of the 
writing. 



1 Betides these rive, Badini's catalogue names six parchment codices of the 
Livei (Bibl. Med. LXIV 3, 4, 5; Bibl. Gaddiana LXXXIX infer. 8. 1, 8. 2; 
Bibl. S. Crucis XX sin. 4); and two in paper (Bibl. Med. LXIV. 6, 7), all of the 
XV. century; also a copy of the Milan edition of 1475, collated *>y Politian 'cum 
uetustis duobus exemplaribus Florentiae MCCCCLXXX • XV • Kal. Quintilis . . . 
iterum cum tertio et ipso uetustiesimo,' and a copy of the Roman edition of 1470 
with marginal notes by Politian. 
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IP Britan. 15. C. IV. Parchment, early XIII. century. Suetonius occu- 
pies foL 3-69, written by at least four hands. 

£* Lat. CI. 31914. Parchment, early XV. century. Written in Italy 
in 1419 (col.). 

£* Lat. CI. 12009. Parchment, XV. century. 

B* Lat. CI. 24913. Parchment, early XV. century. Written at Florence 
in 1419 (col.). 

The excerpts which follow have been selected partly for their intrinsic 
value, but mainly for the light they shed on the character and relations 
of the manuscripts represented. In transcribing them here I have 
usually neglected, as rather confusing than helpful for our present 
purpose, differences in punctuation, in the division of words, and in the 
use of capital initials ; also in abbreviations and in spelling (such as ae 
and e, c and /, ph and /, sxm- and si in-, etc.) ; differences which are 
largely due to ignorance or carelessness or whim or at best to tempor- 
ary fashion, and cannot be relied upon as evidence of real manuscript 
tradition. In addition to the excerpts from my own collection I have 
taken, in the case of three manuscripts, a few readings from partial 
collations made, at my suggestion, by students of the American School 
in Rome, — of V* by Mr. J. B. Gilbert, of J'° by Dr. B. O. Foster, and 
of V x by Mr. W. P. Woodman. I have also inserted, for purposes of 
comparison, the readings of Memmianns (A, Parisinus 61 15, IX. cen- 
tury), for which I am indebted to my colleague, Professor A. A. Howard, 
who has kindly placed his collation of that manuscript at my disposal, 
and those of Gudianus 268 (G 2 , XL century, the 'Gudianus II.' of F. 
A. Wolf) so far as they are given by Becker in his Quacstioncs Criticae. 
The reading first given in each case is that of Roth's edition, at the 
page and line indicated. The reading ascribed to a manuscript is 
always that of the first hand, unless otherwise noted ; if a variant or 
correction or the reading of a second or third hand is given, it is 
distinguished by var or corr or the figure 2 or 3, below the line on the 
right. An asterisk (*) stands for a letter erased. Abbreviations to 
avoid repetition are indicated in the usual way by a period ; abbrevia- 
tions with a raised point, as populi r • censum, are copied from the 
manuscripts. 
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3, 8 annum agens A V* ' M* annum agens caesar V* »«»•»* «« 
UO lt R x M xt ' % Ven xt LB xti a agens c • caesar R* annum 
iulius caesar agens B* iulius caesar annum agens V x " w M ** gaius 
iulius caesar annum agens Mo n iulius caesar diuus annum agens P x 

4, s regi A plurimi regiae F* X *B* 

4, 17 et triumphalen A V* M x * Mon et triumphalen uirum 

yo 1 • « 1 10 11 14 it u R i M x M % n££i*t triumphalemque uirum 

V ** I/O 1 * R 1 B h 

4, 30 desidere AF tx1 • U0 X * R*P X M % " Mon LB 1 * » J disi- 

dere J"» dissidere f « ' • ,0 R l M x * diffidere F»« »« 

4, 34 tribunatu A V* * R 1 M x * Mon L B* tribunatum V l ' • " " 
K" «* »• tftf 1 » J/ J 4 * ^' s * tribunatus *7 i? J tribunos f * 

tribunes P" 

t4, 35 actores A V* R x M l • J/*« (7" auctores K« xtu £B % 

auctoresque K° > • ' • 10 »• M £/0' J vP* J/ J 4 * £> * * 

ts, 18 mandatu A R l /" J/ 1 * 4 * Mon B l mandatum V man- 
dato V x « ' • ' • ,0 " " » 6^ jW« J/,* Z ^« * ex mandato ^ 

5,27 arbitrium /f plurimi arbitrum V* Mon 

6, 8 cogitarat ////«////' cogitauerat K" cogitaret ^4 F 4 • J/fln 

6, 36 improbabatur K 1 « • ' • l0 >« » /70> » R* M 1 " LB x%i im- 

probabam V improbatur AV iUxi R x P x M xt Mon B 1 

t7, 6 adiutore ^ F° l " 10 M •• tftf 1 i P x M ili LB iti auctore 

^4 « e i« u it />i j/i . Afo „ 

t9, 8 pollicendi /'•«•'•» » " »• £/<?' 1 M i * i LB iiti pollicenti 
w4 F, 1 F 4 » " " J? 1 s M l • ^A»« 

9, 23 accensus ante eum iret A V* » • ,0 " M ^ l M l s * 4 • 3/i»« Z £> * 
B* accensas a. e. i. B l accensus funis ante eum iret V* ' M w 

O 1 * R* a. ter funis a. e. i. V li U a. tibi funis a. e. i. B l 

senatores ante eum irent V x 

9, 37 quicquam V x " " R l * M x quidquam T," V* C/ 3 L 

quiddam A, V* ,0 M U 0) 1 * M* » 4 • Mon B xlti quidam ^ V- ' ,& 

1 10, 6 licerentur ^ F 4 ' » » M F" (^rr./ro™ ducerentur) c^0> « M* 4 • 
J/i?// Z 2/' » ' ducerentur V* « » ,4 ^^C 1 » Jf l » deducerentur K w 
uterentur {with var. licitarentur) B 1 lucraientur V x 

1 1 o, 27 consul kal • ianuariis AV ,xt u J/ s 4 J/<7/» 5* * 8 consulis 

kl • ianuar • R 1 consul kl • ianuarias V x kal • ianuariis consul 

j/4 i • it 14 ^>i j/« kalendas ianuariis consul M x 
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10, 32 uatinia A V x * « 7 w w > 4 " M* Mon B x * * uacinia V* 
uatitinia Af* uaticinia V i M x ' B* 

1 1 , 1 responderet V u responderit A F* * M " R xt P x M xt% Mon B 1 
respondit V* x * " 10 " " U0 X i LB ltl 

1 1 1 , 1 syria V* " M x siria A M* suria V* R 1 syra i»/i»» 
syriam V XK assyria J' l • l0 M* » Z Z l • asyria K* assiria K u 
J/ s Z* » asiria V 

1 1 1 , 1 7 consulatus yf J/i>« consulatu V x *' ltu UO xt M***B xt * 

COnsularis V* * l0 u » " Z" * P x M x * J/, a Z* V" (apparently torr. from 
consulatus) 

11, 20 ut detradendi A plurimi ut detruendi R x * detrahendi K M 
deludendi f ° l 

II, 23 alias priuato sumptu addidit V ,xtuu C/O 1 M**' B xtt 
alias p. s. abdidit V* alias p. s. addit AV* CP R 1 Mon Z' aliis 

p. s. additit V x% u R x M x * aliis p. s. adiectis V* aliam p. s. ad- 
didit V x aliam p. s. V alias priuato alias pri*° sumptu addidit V xi 
alias priuato alias publico addidit Z 

11, 32 decedentibus A plurimi cedentibus B 1 succedentibus 

11,33 dierum A plurimi deorum V 1 xt deo V x 

12, 1 eique in ceteri omnes eique |cccc| in V* 

ti2, 18 et K'« ,! " M UO xl R l LB Xi sedAy> x * x,,uuu R x 

p\ M \ a » « % Mm B i . 

12,22 maxima F x * Mon B t * maxime A plurimi 

ti2, 33 e praeda : et praedia AV* * « 10 »» »• •» R x s M ltt • 

J/i)« Z' Z,' et prelia F» et prandia F 7 ' *• d/<9 1 * Z* om, M* 

13,2 prosequebatur P 1, " ul, » » j? 1 ,*/» Z Z 3 persequebatur 
AV^ R 1 P x M xli MonB xti 

ti3, 4 turn F 6 " 8 " ** »« C/0> t R 3 M att LB X J » Z,» cum V l 

tarn ^ J /4 10 " »» R x P x M x * M,l Mon B[ n 

ti3, 34 temptante /* J"> » « ' 8 ,0 >* " O^Z 1 J/> * « » ^» Z 1 » » tem- 
ptantem V % tempestate V* M •« £/0> * R 1 M* L Z J 

ti4, 16 aduentu suo fecerat p 1 ' iWH1, "W^?'^'««Zj5 1H 
aduentu f. suo V xt * 5 suo aduentu f. B 2 aduentu sui i.AV* 11 

R x M x * Men 

14, 37 regnandi V* 10 V t * R 1 om.AV> x **R x M x *** i Mon 

B Xi *G* regni V u V UO x * Z,« Z' imperii K« » » « Z 
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fi5, ay exhortandoque V l w " R* M* * B* adhortandoque 

AV* , * 1tuuu »UR x M x ' t MonB Xil adhortandumque &* 

ti6, « etfugientem K«»'» 10l « M UO xt R 1 M t * i LB xitl ef- 
fugientem AV* llxtuu R x J* M xt Mon 

1 1 7, 9 dextra atque sinistra V x * ' • »• »* M F,« tVC» *JPM'"Z 
B xt% dextraque sinistra .4 F 4 • A 51 M x * dextraque et sinistra V x * 
dextra sinistraque V x% u Mon 

fi7, 36 minorumque V* » *•'»"" >«« »• £/0» s R 1 M t x M i * * Mon 
ZB xtt minorum A V* R x M x ' iuniorum (puerorumue) V 1 * 

1 1 8, 4 regione ^ F 4 * M 1 • J/*» in regione V « • ' • ,0 " " " " »• 
UO x *R X2 M t x M*".B xltt 

ti8, 19 ac^r>" WM C/<9 ia i? !, iW i,4 » J ^«5 l, « atque F» 

et V" %x%XkX%v 'R x M x *L& 

1 8, 36 dominos insularum .<4 plurimi domos i. Mon denos 
tantummodo K° ' * 

19, 1 9 fere plurimi pene f* fieret A V* P x M' fieretiV 1 

1 1 9, 2 2 exulabant A V x < « ' • M £/0 l J A" J M x * 4 * Afo// Z ^ l * » » exu- 
larent y witUM M t t M t exularet J /H exultarent V % 

19, 36 in dies A plurimi out. V 1 M l * 

tao, 25 adsueuerat ,4 V » « • • ' • » >« u M £/0 l * A* J/ 1 » * Mon LB xt%i 
consueuerat V xt%i R x M x 

t20, 30 ut F«' , » ,>I '" M ty0 1! 'A > M/ 24 ZZ* t om.AF" xituxi 
R x M x,i MonB xt G i 

tax, 6 rectiora A" " retiora ,4 F 4 J/ 1 * recentiora F 01 * 

jm ^7 . ia it u .( •• Fj m ^/^i « R \ a j^i M 3it LB xlti recensiora V x% 

preciosiora Mon 

tax, 6 ipsum F° > » " • w " " " UO* A" a ,V a "ZB xltt ips8 ^> 
ipse/**-* 4 " O x M'Mon 

ai, 30 uinum plurimi u\ AV* Mf m M % \x\ra. Mon G* 
cm. V U M X 

t22, 6 ecce— galIiasF <,l » , '' 10,,,4,tMMM tf0 , *A >, */ ,1 jW^ a46 
Z^ 11 " om.Ay*M xt Mon 

22, 10 postumiam plurimi postumam J ,M postuminam ,<4 F 4 
R X M X 

t22, 27 aurum . . . effutuisti ^4 F 4 * " ,e R x M x M$, Mon aurum 
. . . effudisti V* " i»/, s auro . . . stuprura emisti V x ' ,0 » M «* t7 
l «A >J j l /'' 4 '.S ia ** 
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22, 29 ut naso V l * V t ** ut nasa V* M t * ut uasa V* ' " »« » ** " •» 
UO x 'Ji x P x M xtt * l B xtli utu&s&sMon et uasa J™ .£» Z 

uasa ^J / * 

2 3> *9 proconsule et a sociis F 4 il/ 1 proconsul et a sociis ^F* w 
M t x M l proconsul ex sociis Mon G* a proconsule et a sociis 

V o\f,tv>unutt UO i R ii M in L£ xt i et proconsule et a s. O l 
ac proconsule et a s. B* 

«3. 33 militarique re V u U militari quare A V* • ' * I0 »• 0» R x * 

px M xtm LB iitt militare quare O x militari qua F» 

militari V w u Mon militari omnium quidem V x • 

24, 2 oratorum K° » V t * V • 10 " u ""UO 1 */? P x M 1 *M 1 , LB X **' 
oratorem Ay tltu R x M x M*> Mon 

t24, 5 adolescens A V* » 4 » w » » 0» J? 1 ^ l iW l « J/ 2 ' ^/j ^» * ado- 
lescentis V " » « •• £/<7" JP J/ a « //J, 5 1 • eloquentis Z 

t2 4 , 25 caesaris A l\ x F* * « ' '• » •« £/*' 2 J/ 1 • J/,* J/™ Z £* ce- 
sariis F 10 cesnris B* om. V ' • " AH* * .ff 1 a 

24, 34 cuius tamen — emendate F 10 * 5 om. A plurimi alii 
enim quam eleganter /?" 

25, 17 uolet: uelit-ff" uellet A plurimi 

25,18 eta pueroet F t * J" » " M £/C l 2 iP ^i/" 3 4 Z ^ • ' eta 

puero M h B l a puero et V x M et J/o« uero J" " " j? 1 M l * 
uero a puero V** uero et a puero et V* M et ait uero A V 

f25, 24 et y*- 1 "'»"« « «« t/A' 1 2 /> l J/ a « * Mon LB 1 " « *«. 

A y* * " J/ 1 » (equitandi) que F' 5 

2 6, 8 omine F° » ""»«t/ <9> * A* /■>» ,)/' 4 » « « J/™ Z B 1 » omine 
F 1 ' " omne F» .omine // homine F* A 1 

26, 17 cuncuiio: A plurimi cunctantior y* cunctatorum F 01 

26, 32 aquilifer moranti se cuspide : aquilifero moranti se cuspide A 
aquilifero moranti secus cuspide y x ' ,usi UO li B li M* k Mon B xil 
aquilifero secus moranti c. l /u aquilifero moranti secus cuspide 
V* MJ aquilifero moranti cuspide V K • • " " w M x * * LB* aqui- 
lifero moranti securi y u 

27, 29 coniuebat y ut 'M 2t B xt conniuebat y u M*LB* 
conibebat A y* cohibebat Vf V* • " " " " M UO x a R x 3 M x * 
J/o« B h G 1 continuabat V x 

29, 14 praetura A plurimi praefectura V u Mon G 1 
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ao, 18 deueisoriolo eo : deueisorio loco AV* 1 R 1 diuersorio 
loco V*'< u **M l **Mon in diuersorio loco V* w M •* U& * R* M* * 
B 1 * ' et in diuersorio loco V u LB* in diuersoriuta locum V l 
diuersori locum V u 

30, 28 permisit V lt ZB t permiserat plurimi permisserat A V 1 * 
t30,34 notas AV* *' » »»•»«*»••« R}*M % Mon ZB * nota 

31,26 ampius J" amplius J" " " M UO 1 * amprius AF** UM 
R*'M l ***MonZB lt,t lamprius r RM apuleius J" * * 

31.30 tristia A plurimi tristitia V ih intestina V* 

31.31 exta quondam AV in M* exacta q. Af 1 Mon exacta 
sacra q. R 1 M t * Af 1 * B 1 J exacta sacra q. V* ex»cta sacra q. K u 
exta sacra q. V l • «• " » V» I/O 1 "WZB" exta sacra quodam V" 
exta (quodam sacro add. in tnarg, m. j) V xt 

t32, 14 seu parum AF" lii ' ltuutt U0 1% R 13 M^* Mon B lil 
seu propter parum V s ' " ** J/ 4 Z .tf* 

t32, 26 libris J/o 1 « « ' • 10 >• » » « m £/0i J R 1 s J/ s * ^' * * • om. 

AV i M l *Afon 

32,26 contineretur plurimi detineretur A V* 

32, 28 causa A plurimi om. Af* summa causa V "** B* 
sententia causa L sententia lata causa Af* 

33, 2 more plurimi mouere A mouere V* 

33, 25 iulo V"Af t *M*LB* iulio V" B> M x iulioK 4M £/ 
& 3 R i B 1 i B> iullo J-" iulius P u " M iuli V* ilio 4 

F° lu M**B ia 

t33, 27 cuius rei A V* * " ,0 » " »* M £/<?> 3 R l3 M 13t Mon B* cuius 
regi T 4 quam rem P l " M* B x a • 

33, 30 rubicone flumine F° l * • ' » " » ,4 » i? 1 R l M l, ZB 1$ flu- 
mine rubicone 2? 1 rubiconi flumini J' 4 ^/i?// rudiconi flumini A 

33,35 laureo A plurimi aureo V Af Mon aureo J/ 1 

t34, 8 insidiarum indicem A r"> > • ,0 " " " UO 1 a /* J/ J 4 ji/<?« if 1 J » * 
ins. inuicem J" indicem insidiarum V* * • " ** R x M l * 

t34,8 obuio r"' lit,1 ° l,uuwu I/O 13 R 3 Af 1,i AfonB 13 * 1 ouio 
^F 4 'i?'^/ 1 

34,20 cascae V u B 1 cas\e Mon cassii A plurimi 

3S,i maximae quintus (or q • ) plurimi maximet-F 14 maximo 
aequintus A V* maxime ut quintus Afon G 3 
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35,6 im AF*' 1 '' 1 ' Af 1 ** AfonLB 1 una F«»»""»*»»« U 

&*R % Af* 

36, 18 adinspectantium se A V* Af* Mon B l adinspectantium se 
Af* inspectantium se V* * ' »« w » " ** U& * R x * Af x » .5* * ex- 
pectantium se F' ** aspectantium se F t * spectantium se V x * 

circumstantium se V - 1 se seruantium if* 

38, 14 minores gentis r^^, 1 minos gentes A V* minis gentis 
R x Af x * primas gentes Afon G* romanas gentes V • l * • *• M U 
O x * R 1 Af* LB 1 * 1 romanos B 1 romanos Af* * 

38, 1 6 magno interuallo per Vf V* * ** " I/O 1 * B* magno inter- 
uallo V* Af x * magno inter A magna ui per V* x R x Af t x Af* * * 
LB 1 ** magnanimiter per Afon 

t39, 18 profiteri AV**B* confiteri V*** UO x *R x Af*" LB 1 '* 

39, 29 parmensis V Af* * B 1 * * permensis V^ carmensis 
AV***R X Af*B 6 

40, 30 tantum V** U0 X L turn O* cum V » Af* * * B 1 * » * 
tHA enim V* autem V**R X * Af 1 * 

42, 3 ac A V " J/' * 2? 1 » hac *" hac F 4 * •• ;?> -A/' 5» 
42,16 pansae quidem adeo A Af* * B x * pansae equidem adeo 

V 1 ** Af* pansa aequidem ad eos /" 4 pansae quoque adeo V* 1 

Af* LB* pansa quoque adeo V* 

42,21 partibus (corr. from patribus) V** patribus A V * * ** U 

R x Af** fratribus V* 

44, 3 1 cleopatra liberis A Af* B l cleopatrae liberis V* * * ** " U 
R x Af* L B 2 * patre liberisque V l 

45, 9 desideria V »•> U Af* l LB x% * ad desideria A et desi- 
deria V* * • » 8 R x Af* Aton G 1 

45,21 ex caesare cleopatra V** O x * Af* * B x ex c. c. se B* ex 
c. cleopatram V x U ex cleopatra R* ex caesare patre clecpatra 
AF**** Af x * * AL* B* ex caesare partae cleopatra V* 

46, 2 alias V x 4 * Af* italias A ct alias V* ** ** U0 X * R x * 
Af xl * AfonLB x <*<- G* 

46, 5 integri item asini (or-nii) V* Af* Afon G* integritem 

asini V* integri temasini (or them-) V ** U0 X * R x * Af x * * L B x * * * 
tem«sini Af* integritatem asini AF" 

+46, 10 ad exercitus A /'" Af* ad extremum V * * *> UO 1 * R x * 
Af xl *LB xl * i adorti V* 
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46, 29 albim V* 1 ** U& R l M** LB" B t * albini B* albin B* 
albiam 0* B* abim A G* abin V* M % albin proprium V* 
ad impropium V m proprium aJpbini Af 1 

t47, 3 ultus tstAF*' " Af x » J/*» 5 s G» ultus eius R 1 multa- 
tuscst V ltt UO xt R i Af iit LB xlt multauit*">» 

t48, 3 cum V*"*UB x Af xtl Af i l B xttl om. AF* ,tu Af* 

48, 1 2 appellabat V* • *» £Aff» J J/ 1 * * B x s • • appellat ,4 J' 4 » " 

t48, 18 bis V* u U0 X *R xt Af llt B ltt cm. L urbis B* 

urbis A V* • " jV J/*« uix bis f* 

t49, 4 honores et V iilu R x Af xt LB 1 * honores etiam J" » 

honores sed /* F M £/J/« 4 * Afon B 1 * C 

t49, 15 utc-(<?rg.0rgaiumMK 4, **£/v»/ ,4 .# ,i '* etc-F 

et brutum V 1 B l Af x * 

t49, 17 decimum A V* » B l Af l * .M>» G 4 undecinmrn *"> » • M M 
UO Xi Af lti LB* -xi-B 1 ** 

50, 2 1 primum /* K« /'»• primo V * * M £/^' Af 1! "B li * 

50, 28 prae se identidem ferret Mf Af* praesident idem f. AV* 
praesidens idem f. V ** V* } UO 1 Af* » ^ l praesidera idem f. Vf* 
prae se idem f. B l * praesidenti dein f. Afon G 1 praesidens iden- 
tidem f. V* B 1 Af l * praesedens identidem prae se f. L ipse 
identidem f. V* praeferret B l 

ts 1, 10 pro ultione V V l (h ,» rat.) Vf LB* prouisione AV* * 

y* } V u " UR X Af* , B 1 * 

51, 20 seruumque praelucentem exanimasset A Af* B 1 om. V* 
1. praeducentem e. /'* • »• UO 1 B 1 P x A/ 1 * * Af s * B 1 » ^,» s. praedi- 
centem e. B* s. perducentem e. CP R x L s. per d exanimasset J"' 
unumque praesentem V ' 

ts 1, 37 prolationibus A V* Af* Afon G* prolapsionibus V ' * " M 
UO ll B xt A/ lit LB lt * 

t52, 4 utqui^^ 44 i? l J/ 1 ' utpotequi *">»•««« UO ia R*Af* 1 
B 11 ** utpote T« 

t52, 25 flaminium K° l * • M M UR* Af**LB 1 *** flamonium A 
V* R x Af 1 * -l/i>« <y 

t52, 36 exemplar V * * M f7//<?« G* ad exemplar AV 1 R x 

Af liil B i ** 

t53» 3 exempli A V* Af* exempli correxit quae V x * * ** " UO 1 * 
B 1, Af lt *LB lt ** 
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S3, 30 manifest! V * ** R x M x * * L B x * * manifesto A mani- 
festum V**M* 

53, 34 signatores FL V K senatores A V* • M £/0 l t R x M ttt L 

B XI% 

tS3, 35 tabellas F° M <70» t M i LB xili tabulas ^ F 4 • • » J? 1 

J/ 1 * ^,* tabSllas J/ 1 

55, 23 a uirili toga : uirili toga AV* uirili togae V x jl/* 2? 1 
die uirilis togae B 1 uirilem togara F* * ^' ^/ l * L B* 

55, 36 ex iraprobatis L in exprobatis .4 {at first written) V* 1 O x B* 
in exprobratis ^4 {corr. m. /) F* *' UO 1 R x M* B l etiam expro- 

bratos V> 

t56, 10 populi recensum V x * " 6/tf 1 a J/ 2 6 B x • populi r . (or 

ro • ) censum A F 4 ' " R x i M l * B x p • r • censum B* romani 

populi censum L 

t56, 33 pullatorum A F 4 M x » B* bullatorum V » • «• 3/, 1 ^/' £' a » 

t56, 35 en romanos AF* R x M x en romanos M* en ait 

romanos F' l,,t " M l L B x s » * •• ait romanos V 

+56, 37 circaue A F 4 ' ^ l M x circaue M' circoue V" ** •* 

jl/wi LB xltt G 1 

57,2 nummariae F° 4 **^ 1 jl/' i? 1 *' nummummariae A num- 
mum marinae Mon G l 

57,22 grauitate V 4 • * »• R x M* Mon B x * G 1 gratuitate A 

t57, 29 partimque .4 F 4 • .tf 1 M x • partemque F° ' *' M % B x * • G* 
(exceptis — expulisset om. Mon) 

57, 34 posthac V M B x * post hanc A V * ' • R 1 M x * B* 

58, 1 1 maiorum V* ** i?» magnorum ^ F° » 6 ' Z? 1 J/ 1 * » * .ff 1 * » G* 
t58, 1 1 puerorum A F 4 ' ^' ;l/» J/<?« <7 J puerorurh delectu V x * M 

CP M xl LB Xi%l puerorumque delectu jl/ 4 
58,27 inuisitatum AB X G 1 inusitatum F° * i,tt R x M t Mon B* » 
60, 2 ludis et scena : ludos et scenam AV**** R x M* LB xt in 

ludos et scenam V x ' 

60, 12 ab se frequentauit V V x (y>aJJ. m. 2) ad se frequentauit 
yw jifi t jj\ t ^ se f re q ue ntauit V* se frequentauit A refre- 
quentauit F 4 * Fl i? 1 " J/ 1 » J/, 4 

61, 26 a loco perferunt : a loco idem perferunt A plurimi a loco 
eodem perferunt V x • 

t6i, 34 ne^F 06,, ^ 1 » etneP'^'iW" 
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62, 10 «ed uiolentius : sedulo lentius A V* ** UO 1 *M* t B lt 

•edulo uiolentius V* * R x M x * M? L B* s. libenti uiolentius R* 

sedulo ac palam V x sedulo B* 

62, 19 exqueiis: exquiis F 4 ex quiis A ex quis V % V?„ 
V u R x M xitl Mon B xl, G t ex quibus F° > B 1 quibus V % 

^3i 4 grandi iam natu : grand? iam ornatu M* grandi iam 

ornatu AV"R X M x "'B 1 ' grandior' iam natu V u UO 1 J B t l B i 

grandior natu B 1 cum grandi ornatu V x 

64, 1 1 consensu biduo : concessu biduo (ces in ras.) B x concessu 
biduo A F 4 * M R x M x * concessu dubio V x * 

66, 19 diurnos A diurno (commentario) F' 1 diuturnos 

V"*»R X M XX LB X 

t67, 37 patientiam V* " R l M x * ' Z B 1 a * impatientiam V 

impatientiam AF'** 6 M' Mon B b G"- 

t68, 35 uersum — pronuntiatum ('• H '° M 3 uersu — pronuntiatu 
B l uersu — pronuntiato A V* • R x .V x ' » JZ>« ^' s G* 

t7o, 29 scribit ad filiam A V 1 I '.* I '»■ »' £/0 J Ji" .»/• Z ^» • w«. 

r l " J/* i? 1 3 s. ad gloriam filiam l 

t7 1, 4 in urbe V ' • »« " c7 J/« Z? 1 2 » * in urbem ^ extra 

urbe V* extra urbem F' R x M x * B t > 

t73. 32 et a memoria : etiam memoriam A V* M 1 * Mon B x G 1 

etiam in memoriam F* • " Z" .1/' * Z ipsius in memoriam F° l 

<>;«. .#* 

t74, 28 tibur F° * • •« ,l/ s • Z Z" 3 tiburi ^ F' ;?> ,1/' J/o« 6* 

t74, 30 in primis F° ° ** A" M* Z? 1 " imprimis F* primis W 

F 4 J/* Mon G 1 

74, 37 pilam V 4 « •• /?' J/« J/„/i ^> * G 1 pillam F* primam /i 

t7S, 17 scriptos: scriptis A V 4 s • R 1 M' Z 2? 1 J in scriptis 

F M £/<?' * 

t76, 2 urbibus -4 F 4 R x M x ' i M? :) B x a uerbis F° l F 2 « F" £/<?' s 
^* M* L B' ' (neque — addere om. V*{cdd. m. 2); urbibus addere 
neque om. Mon) 

76, 34 diuidit F° * F/i, V? 1 M x diuidit e F 4 diuidite /OZ* 

jVo« <y diuidit et M % 8 ^' * diuidere F,« F M ,)/„• Z .#• * 

78, 9 est ipse F° • • R> M x B x ipse J/» est item F M d/0 1 a R* 
ipse est jJ/i>« C 1 ipse et F 4 ipse ei A 
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80, 2 1 in eius sinum rem p • quam : in eius signum rei p • quam A 
Mon (P in e. signum rei p • qua V* in e. sinum signum rei p • 

quam U0 X * M* B xil in sinum eius signum rei p • quam V* in. 
eius sinum signum rei p • quem V** in e. sinum signum rei p • quod 

V" '(as first written?) in eius sinum signum quod R* L in sinum 

eius signum rei p -quod V* R x M x * in eius sinu felix signum rei p • 
quod K, V x 

80, 34 demissum e caelo V* *' Af* * B x * ' demissum caelo V* l L 
demissa e caelo AV** R x Af x * demisso caelo Mon G 

80, 38 obuersata A (uers i« ras. t) V* ** Af ' B x obseruata V* * R x 
M 1 * obumbrata V x 

83, 1 1 obsoniorum rerumque missilia A V** UO x * M* * * Mon o. 
rerumque missia B l o. rerumque missilium V* * R x * M x * M t 2 L 

o. rerumque comestibilium V* obsonicarum rerum lasciuia V" x 

t85, 1 1 et sextante V* ** UO x * Af *LB xi * et sextam A V 1 * 

R l 2 M x * Mon G* necnon et V ' 

85, 16 quinquies V" % ' ** Af B x * * quinques^F 4 quinque 

R xi Af x *L 

t8s, 28 tribus A V* R x M x * AQ de tribus K M UO x *R*AfB xtt 

85, 30 quae V * l ** M x * • quem A V* R x Af Mon B 111 G* 

t86, 10 atque in A V* Af Mon G* a patribus in r""^ 1 

Af li B x * 

87, 30 tiberio V> • •• M* » Aft B x * timore /4 V K Af * ^0/1 G* 
iuniore Afon m , (?,*«, minore V i R x Af x Ml,, 

88, 33 per A r* Af* A/on B x J G* post J'° '«»•/?» 

t8 9 , 1 8 troiam A V* Af* Afon troianis V l ***R x LB X * 
91,29 exseruisse ius : exeruisse ius Al x B x exercuisse ius 

V * * M R x B* exeruisse eius V* ex semis eius A Afon G 1 

93, 1 1 ignota scilicet V* •* UR X Af* B x * ignoti scilicet A V* Mon 
ignota V 1 

94, 22 multique V x multi AV**R X Af B x et multi K* 
95, 3oageret: augeret V* augeret .4 F* * ' 

97, 25 sed V * se ^ T* 8 /?> yJ/» J/o« tf 1 

99, 4 adisse K« audisse /* K* ,J A" J/» iff 1 audere K» • 

100, 3 impetrauit V * * *• R x Af* Afon B x imperauit AV* 
1 102, 1 1 et ortos A F« R x Af exortos V * « '« J/J' 5 l * 
105, 32 sestertio F° x * sestertium Ay itu R x Af* B x 
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107,4 ullura V % nullum AV** 

108, 2 creditor V t * Mon L credebatur V » crederetur V* 
UO x *M* om.AV i *R x M ti B x * 

in, 27 cum libertis atque etiam libens: c. liberis a. e. liberis V* 
/P M l * * * * B l c. liberis a. e. a liberis A V* Mon c. liberis a. e. 
uxoribus V* ** O 1 * c. liberis etiam atque uxoribus U c. coniugi- 
bus a, e. liberis V* ' 

ii2, 26 euocarat: euocauerat V* euocabat AV*** O* R l M* 
Mon L B x * aduocabat V" UO x 

1 1 14, 30 patria A Y* R l M* Mon patris V tu M t LB x patriae 
patris V* pp-lf 

1 15, 38 minois V * M Mon G 1 minonis AV K% M* B x milonis R x 

121, 18 puerascens insigni P" Vf M 1 **B xt puer nascens in- 
signi A V % R x puer insigni nascens Mon G* 

1 22, 26 ioco B> loco Al""*»0* R x M l Mon LB X 

122,31 et conspectu : ex conspectu AV % * R x M l * Mon B x * 

conspectu /' M UO x " 

123, 25 iam tunc : ne tunc M' uete A uetere Mon hoste 
J" c J/ J * * if 1 * hoste tunc /'* M UO l * R x M l 

126, 8 adiecit V adfecit ^F" 

127, 18 quercea B* quercica V*M i **LB x quiercica A Mon 
quercina V x aurea V 1 M\, M./ aerea R x M x * 

127, 18 caetra M t * caethra M* caetura A V u M* * * M?„ Mon 
L t B x ' G l cinctura Z cathedra V % R x sceptro V x * 

t'30, 36 uxorio nomine dignatus est quam enixam AM 1 * Mf Mon 
G* quam enixam uxorio nomine dignatus est V % * M* 4 * ZB X * 

quam e. uxoris nomine d. est V* 

I 3 I > 33 paegniaris A pegmaris R x M x * Mon pegmares V* 

M* Z peginares O x * peginatos V u U pigritantes V * pri- 
mares M l B x " J 

1 1 3 » . 33 notos R x M x * L notos in bonam partem A V * * •* M K * 
Mon B x * 

133, 13 feri M x » fieri A fieri V>***R X Mon L B x G> ferri V* 

136, 18 symphonias Mon G 1 symphro A V* »• UO 1 R x M xt,li 

L m ,B x * scopulos /'•»* in foro Z om. O x 

ti4i, 1 urbem J /0 * M B l * urbem omnem A V* Mon omnem 
nrbem R x M l * 
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142, 12 at uero maiore M* ad uero maiore A ad uero tnaiora 
\n « • »• I/O 1 M* L B x ad maiora uero V* B* at uero maiora 

O t R x M x Mon 

147, 13 noui VLB 11 naui A Mon G* magna ui V* * ** U 
R}-M x * 

159, 4 aut non AV* R x M xt *** B l at non B* an non Mon 
autem non K» auete uos V** UO x * L 

159, 18 dira /* V x » • •• J?» J/o» ^' G* dura J"» 

ti59, 18 aue in capitolio : aut in capitolio ^( M* Mon G* aut 
in urbe aut in capitolio V x * * M B x aut in u. aut capitolio R 1 

1 159, 19 pro rostris AM* Mon G* commonito pro rostris V* 

UO 1 B 1 commonitio pro r. V** O x commonente pro r. V* R 1 

163, 28 defuit uel stand V « M* L B l d. stand T" UO 1 * * l M x 
d. statim V* d. et ueterum stanti A M* Mon 

173, 3 at eosdem dracone e puluino se proferente Mon et eos- 
dem etc. V B l * ad eosdem etc. A V* M* eosdem etc. V** U 
O l i R 1 eosdem dracones e p. se proferentes V* 

174, 38 auium V*„Mon G 1 aulum AR X M X "*B X aulium V** 
UO 1 * aurum B 1 donum V x * 

1 76, 29 de A V*' R x M* Mon G l sed de V* sed et de V°*B X * 
178, 23 nauarent A V M* nouarent V u R x Mon B l G* nauarent 

praecepit V * 

178, 24 pueris ac sine anulo laeuiis A R x pueris ac sine a. uelis M x * 

pueri ac sine a. uelis V* pueri ac sine a. leuis V* w V** LB 1 * pueri 

nee sine a. leuis Mon pueri ac sine a. leui V 6 

1 1 82, 9 cura A V* ' u R l M* Mon G 1 causa V B 1 * 
182, 38 affirmant V* affirmabant A 

1 1 83, 2 7 rete F° * • M B 1 reti B* ueste AR 1 M 1 * Mon G 1 

1 1 86, 15 trierarchis A V {in rat.) Mon B l G 1 trierarchis (corr. 

from tetrarchis) V* tetrarchis V* " R l M* 

187, 17 fingeret dolo stupratam A Mon fingeret et dolo stupra- 
tam V****R X M X * dolo stupratam V B l 

ti87, 27 inter A V * * R l M l * Mon B x interemit V** UO 1 * 

om.B* 

188, 29 horarum A V** UO x * R x M x * B x duarum horarum V • • 
trium horarum B* • iii • horarum Mon G* 

188,38 parsurum K* ,M 2? 1 passurum A R l M* parciturum 

Mon G* perusurum V x 



36 Clement Lawrence Smith 

189, so ducum V tl *M* B 1 dum A R 1 M 1 Mon G* deum 

V H M t *M* 

192, 4 male fracto V* * ** R l M t * M l male facto A M* Man B l * G* 
labefacto V F*(Ub in rat. m. t) 

193, 20 deligata y»***B li delicata AV* R l M lt G* dedi- 
cate J/<>» 

194, 6 desisse : dedisse A R 1 M x * finem dedisse Mon G* 
decidisse y*****B lt 

1 194, 19 praeteritoruni AV iu R l M l * Mon G* praeteritorum 

peccatorum V* * M* B l * peccatorum L 

t'99i 2 S minois f* * • •* R l Mon minonis A M* B x 

200, 1 7 quamquam A V* Mon B 1 G* quam V itu 

201,6 ostentum AV* %U V t * R l M* B 1 portentum Mon B* G* 

om. V* 

205, 37 ciuitatem r- {or ro) V* u ciuitatem romanam U ciui- 

tates r • A R l M l * Mon B l ciuitates romanis (om. raro) V x ciui- 

tates regibus V* 
t2o6, 13 innocentium y* u B l nocentium A V** R x M l * G* 

noxiorum Mon 

207, 9 terrae tremor Mon terra et tremor A terra tremore 

J207, 10 manifestiora AV lttt R l M l * Mon G 1 maiora et tristiora 

y»B l * 

t2o8, 18 arripere AV* R l M l * Mon B l * prae caluitie arripere 

y» tu 

208, 19 addidit V l abdidit ,4 J" • •• R l M* Mon B l » 

208, 29 aurelia uia J/i>« G* aureliae uiae A V* * ** J? 1 J/' .5 1 

t2o8, 36 abundantis : abundanti .<4 K* /?' ^/"* J/i>« B l abundans 
y» » * £/0> 

f2 1 1, 9 referre V M R\„ Mon G 1 referri V* refelli .4 F" 4 R> 
M*B l 

211, 16 plures affuturos J/<?« pluros adfuturis A plures affuturi 
V* « R l M* B 1 pluribus affuturis V *• I/O 1 pluribus affuturus O l 

t2 1 1, 16 tulerat A V> * Mon B l erat V* M I/O 1 a R l M' 

214, 19 scambusque: cambusque A M* Mon B l G 2 caluusque 
K* • M caluus R l B\. r GL. claudusque V 

215, 3 adulatores V* t *R 1 M* Mon G* adultores A adulteros 
yogi 
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a 1 7, 27 uenetae A Mon B x G 1 ueterem V l suae V* • M R 1 M* 

218, 32 lustratisque signis : lustrauitque signis AV*** I/O 1 * R 1 M* 
Mon B x lustrauitque signa V l * 

t2 24, 7 &nAV Mon B x G 1 incertum sponte an V* * " R x M 1 * 

225,21 extudit A V • M l • B x extulit V g Vf R x Mon L t G* 

excutit V u UO x s excussit L 

227,1 industriae expertae V industria experti A B x industria 
expertus V* tu R x M x * Mon G* 

t2 2 7, 1 2 quae erat V •* UB X erat AV k% R x M xt Mon 

228,36 idus V* -Y\-A 

231, 25 patris patriae AV l MJ M* B l patris patriaeque V** 

nee patris patriae Mon G 1 patriae M x 

t*32i 37 negata sibi gratuita libertate V tu R x negatam s. gratui- 
tam libertatem A V 1 M' Mon B x G 1 

233,12 coae ueneris : coeuenerit A M*' B x Mon coemerit 

V % R x M l 4 Z coemeret /■'• coemerierit Ven % coemit V w U 
O l 2 Ven 1 L coemit Ven* 

234, 1 1 semper alias A M- * Mon B x G 1 super alias R 1 semper 
aleas V* super aleas V 1 ** 

236, 34 summa industriae nee minore modestiae fama : summae 

industriae n. m. modestia at fama A V t *• R x M % Mon B x summa 

industria n. m. modestia et fama V s summa industria n. m. sollertia 
et fama V summa industria n. m. sollertia modestia et fama V x 

237,8 legioni /-'•«•»• religioni A religionei? 1 -x-legioni 
Mon G* 

J 37» 2 5 regnum sibi V B x sibi regnum A V 1 * ** R x M x Mon G* 

238, 11 aduerso rumore A J/*(rum in rat.) Mon G 2 aduersoru 

more /•'• auerso rumore V n U aduersa re V * R 1 B x 

t240, 1 7 ferramenta AV ltil R x M x * Mon G 1 ornamenta V" 

VLB X 

1240, 20 uerum A V* M % Mon G 1 uenturum V * *« R x B x 

2 4°» 33 pallulis A M* palludis Mon G* paludibus B x palu- 
damentis V * *° R x paludementis M x pluribus V 

242, 38 consalutauit augustam : consulatu filium uit augustam A 
consulatus filium et a. V Mon consalutauerat ut a. V* * *• R x M x * 

244, 19 et odium AV x ethodium Mon exin ethodium U 

et exin etodium V u et methodum V % et ex metodium O x * M 1 * 
et ex methodium V* 
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345, x communi rerum usu A Mon communes r. usus V i%u M* 
circensi ludo V* ! 

345, 1 nouauit AV** M* Mon innouauit V* ** 

347, 13 abductam V u adductam A V * * M* Mon 

347,33 paeti Mon B 1 G 1 petite petitus V* petitus 

V*"M lt 

350, 10 tempore A tempore uero A t y* 1 *** M* Mon 

353, 19 adhuc V" x * adhoc A V u M x Mon 

353, s alieno V "* alfeno A Mon (P alieno alfeno V* M* 
alieno alfabeto r%M l 

353, 9 incanum A Mon canum V* * M M 1 * etiam canum F° l 

354, 7 rei p • statum y** u statum rei p • V* M 1 * rerum 
ttatum publice A 

Besides their various readings, there are three features of these 
manuscripts which might be expected to furnish evidence of relation- 
ship, — the division into books, the division into chapters, and the 
manner of dealing with Greek passages ; and these do prove to be of 
some value, though on the whole disappointing. 

The uncial Greek of the archetype is copied with fair success in 
most of the older mannuscripts, and in one late one, Mon. In some 
of the older manuscripts, in those of the XIII. and XIV. century, and 
in some of the XV. century, the scribe has usually copied the Greek 
letters with more or less diligence, though such forms as TXp for 
rAP,T\MUA. for TA AAAA show that he did not know the Greek 
alphabet. To this class belong V % J? 1 M x 2 » Fen 1 B x » \ In /'• ' M* 
the scribe's ignorance or indifference is such that he makes a mere 
pretense of copying the Greek, and gives a string of meaningless 
letters. In / '' M* B' the Greek passages were only partly copied by 
the first hand, and in the following codices they were omitted entirely : 
piiouuuiiii (JO^R 1 l'en* t ZLB i . In such cases space has 
usually been left for the Greek, and these spaces have sometimes been 
filled by a later, commonly a cursive, hand; sometimes they remain 
blank. In V* B l M % a I-atin version has been written above some of 
the Greek passages. 

In dealing with the division into books we have to do with headings 
and subscriptions, the province of the miniator, whose freer treatment 
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has introduced a variety that does not always bear a definite relation to 
the tradition of the text. Such variety, moreover, was inevitable in a 
work which had its own natural sub-divisions and sub-headings, render- 
ing any book-headings superfluous. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
in some manuscripts, as F" O 1 i M* Yen* L B l all mention of books has 
disappeared, or has nearly disappeared, as in V \ in which it survives 
only in the superscription of Caligula. On the other hand some, as 
V* u ** Ji l M 2 * *, present a simple subdivision into twelve books, one 
for each life, or number the emperors without mention of books (e.g. 
Vita Vitellii Auli Imperatoris-vm -incipit), as V" U. Between these 
extremes there is great variety. In A the designation of books goes as 
far as Claudius (liber V) ; in Mon, as far as Nero (liber VI), but with 
the omission of liber III for Augustus; and so on. The statement of 
Suidas that the work was in eight books is not, so far as I know, 
confirmed by any extant manuscript. 

In the division into chapters there is no less diversity. Fifteen of 
the manuscripts now under consideration, V ' " 1,M I/O 1 2 A'- M l 
Fen' 2 * B 1 ', have no chapter divisions whatever, though some of them 
are furnished with marginal eapitula, or subject-headings. Where there 
is a division, it is sometimes indicated by breaking the text up into 
paragraphs (usually with capital initials), sometimes merely by para- 
graph marks (C f etc.) and initials in a solid text. In the former 
case the paragraphs are sometimes subdivided by paragraph marks. 
These subdivisions are particularly irregular; an extreme instance is 
V*, which in one place has six paragraph marks in seven lines. To 
take the Julius as an illustration, that life in A has 52 chapters (indi- 
cated by paragraphs in Roth) ; in L it has 89 (corresponding with the 
marginal numbers in Roth). F 4 has only 25 chapters, which agree 
oftener with L than with A. Mon has 53 chapters, of which 42 agree 
with A and only 5 with L against A. R x M lt , having 76, 78, and 
80 chapters respectively, agree more nearly with A than with /, and 
still more closely with one another and with Mon. Y K also usually 
agrees with this group, where it differs from A. On the other hand, 
V w B* agree almost exactly with Z, the subdivision in V having gone 
a little farther ; and V % " M* B 1 show a marked leaning that way. All 
this proves that the chapter-divisions of the archetype have been modi- 
fied in its descendents in opposite ways, by omission on the one hand 
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and by further subdivision on the other; and in view of the great 
inequality of the chapters in A — they range from two or three lines 
to nearly two pages in the printed text, the longer ones often neglecting 
transitions of importance in the subject-matter — Roth's theory (p. xii) 
that the chapter-divisions of A emanated from Suetonius himself is 
hardly tenable. It is much more likely that A, which is full of clerical 
errors, has lost many of iu chapter-divisions, as V* certainly has, and 
that H 1 M l * more nearly represent the archetype in this matter. 

Coming now to the excerpts themselves, we find that although in the 
majority of them the manuscripts are much scattered, there is still a 
considerable number in which all or nearly all of the manuscripts are 
arrayed in support of one or other of two readings, or of two groups 
of readings which evidently represent only two lines of tradition, like 
the various spellings of Syria and Assyria, respectively, at n, i, or 
aurum effutuisti and aurum effudisti, on the one hand,, and auro shi- 
prum emisti, on the other, at 22, 27. By confining our comparison of 
manuscripts, in the first instance, to excerpts of this description, we 
may get at least a provisional basis of classification. Thus, if two 
codices are found in agreement in all or almost all of such excerpts, 
they may be regarded with confidence as closely related to one another ; 
if there is a decided preponderance of agreement between them, this 
may be accepted as prima fade proof of their kinship, for which 
confirmation must be sought in the often more significant evidence of 
those passages in which a greater variety of readings has grown up. 
On the other hand, this comparison has little or no value if it shows no 
decided preponderance of either agreement or variance, so that we 
cannot l>e sure the balance would not be reversed by fuller data. For 
the same reason it can be relied upon only for manuscripts which are 
represented by a considerable number of excerpts ; and hence I am 
not in a position to give any opinion on the relations of /" Ven 1 s * 
ZIP, from which I was able to secure only a few excerpts. From this 
dual comparison, if I may so term it, must also be excluded as of 
doubtful value those places in which the variants have arisen from an 
easy mistake of copying which may have been made to and fro in the 
same line of tradition, as prosequabatur and persequebatur 13, 2. The 
excerpts which I have selected for this comparison, ninety-three in 
number, are marked with a dagger (t). 
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In some of the excerpts there are indications of a triple or quadruple 
division of the manuscripts represented, and these will serve in a few 
cases to confirm other evidence ; but they are not sufficiently numerous 
nor sufficiently consistent to guide us at the outset. A general com- 
parison, embracing all the excerpts in which the manuscripts compared 
are Doth represented, will be found available in a few cases, where the 
relation is so close as to stand this severer test ; but for the most part 
this broader comparison is too much complicated by the vagaries of 
individual manuscripts to yield any clear results. 

An application of the dual test yields the following indications of the 
relations of the remaining manuscripts of my list to Codex A, the figures 
in each case showing the number of times the two manuscripts compared 
are found in agreement and at variance respectively : 
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The prima facie evidence which this table affords, that 
A G 2 Mon V* M l M 1 R x 
belong to a class distinct from the great majority of the rest, is con- 
firmed on closer examination. The evidence that G 2 is to be classed 
with A has already been furnished by Becker (Quaes/, p. 1111), who 
includes M x in the same class, — a thing Roth had hesitated to do. 
The evidence now before us shows that wherever G 2 is placed, Mon 
must accompany it. The dual test finds G 1 Mon in agreement in 
every case but one (206, 13) ; and of all the 85 excerpts in which 
both occur they differ in only three : 

58, 27 inuisitatum G 1 inusitatum Mon 
193, 20 delicata G 1 dedicata Mon (alone) 
206, 13 nocentium G 2 noxiorum Mon (alone). 
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In many places (35, 1; 38, 14; 50, 28; 57, 2; 80, 34; 136, 18; 
*74» 38; 188, 38; 208, 29; 231, 25; 237, 8) they stand alone in 
readings, some of which (136, 18 symphonias; 174, 38 allium; 208,29 
aurelia uia) are certainly right, and others should probably be adopted, 
as 

231, 25 nee patris patriae (see Becker, p. xnn) 

237, 8 x-legioni (Becker, p. vi). 

A similar loss of numeral is made good by G* Mon (in this case sup- 
ported by £*) in 

1 88, 29 quam • 111 • horarum (Becker, p. vi). 

In this case the almost cursive form of the numeral in Mon shows 
clearly how the error came to be made, — by confusion with the final 
m of quam. 

That Mon is a copy of G* the discrepancies noted above forbid us 
to suppose. Moreover, the archetype of Mon was incomplete and 
mutilated towards the end (see p. 22) ; I infer from Becker's descrip- 
tion that G* is complete. Mon may be a lineal descendent of G 2 ; but 
it bears some evidence of having been copied directly from an uncial 
archetype. In marked contrast with all the other manuscripts that I 
have examined of the XV., and even with those of the XIII. and XIV. 
centuries, it reproduces the Creek uncial letters with tolerable exact- 
ness. It preserves the Roman uncial also in certain notable passages, 
as 17, n -Vf NJ-VlUl'VCI'. > n tne famous words of Titus, 239, 10, 
and in the inscription at 216, 26. Particularly significant is the use of 
uncials at 60, 35 T* R- X-l • C •'•<"• N •&•! • f-V-'-r, where they 
appear to serve no other purpose than to fill out the last line of a 
paragraph at the foot of a page. I am disposed to think, while waiting 
for further evidence, that Mon was copied, not from G 1 , but from its 
immediate archetype, which had in the mean time become mutilated at 
the end. Of its external history we learn from a note on the upper 
margin of fol. 1 r that it was formerly (1596) in the monastery at 
Ebersberg, in Upper Bavaria. 

The close relation of this pair of manuscripts to A, indicated by the 
numerical data given above, comes plainly to view in many passages in 
which Mon, or G* Mon, where we have the readings of both, pre- 
serve the blunders which the scribe of A has faithfully copied from his 
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archetype, such as 91, 29 ex serais eius; 127, 18 quiercica; 147, 13 
naui; 159, 18 aut; 253, 5 alfeno; or, still better, those in which the 
writer of the archetype of G 1 Mon has attempted to correct the blunders, 
as 

57, 2 nummumariae A nummum marina e G* Mon 

123,25 uete A uetere Mon. 

These are even more signficant than passages like n, 17 and 187, 17, 
where these manuscripts alone give the right reading. 

As to the value of the peculiar readings of G* Mon (or of Mon, 
where we have no report of G 2 ), in some cases they unquestionably 
stand in the line of sound tradition, as in the examples cited above 
(136, 18; 174, 38; 208, 29), to which may be added 207, 9 terrae 
tremor, where the error of A is simply a case of dittography ; or they 
put us on the track of the right reading, as at 34 20, where easie (for 
casce) no doubt stood in the common archetype of A G* Mon, and 
was "corrected" to cassii in A. But the great majority of these 
peculiar readings occur in places where the writer of the archetype of 
G 1 Mon found in the codex before him a corrupt text, — or one that 
he at least did not understand, — which A has preserved. In some 
cases, as pointed out above, he copied what he found ; or he copied it 
with a slight error, as 

50, 28 praesidenti dein (praesident idem A) 

t2i, 18 puer insigni nascens (p. nascens insigni A) ; 

but in most cases he attempted to correct it. The following examples, 
with the two given above, will suffice to illustrate this : 

21, 6 seruitia preciosiora (s. retiora A) 

21, 30 ad cyathum et uina (ad c. et ui A) 

25, 18 et ab adulescentulo (et ait uero ab a. A) 

38, 14 primas gentes (minos gentes A) 

194, 6 finem dedisse (dedisse A) 

240, 33 palludis (pallulis A) 

These appear to be pure conjectures, of a rather crude sort; the 
examples given are the best. Their quality will hardly lead us to 
ascribe to the same author, except perhaps in a few cases like 56, 37, 
the readings in which G* Mon are arrayed with other manuscripts 
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against A. Some of these, as 201, 6 portentum, had their origin in 
glosses ; but some, as 

7, 6 auctore Mon M l * etc. (adiutore A etc.) 

22, 10 postumiam Mon etc. (postuminam AV* K 1 M l ) 

34, 8 obuio Mon etc. (ouio AV^ & M l ) 

178, 23 nouarent G* Mon R 1 etc. (nauarent AV* M*) 

199, 25 minois Mon K 1 etc. (minonis A M* 2? 1 ), 

must have been derived from some other manuscript tradition, and we 
have to recognize that the crossing of the lines of tradition, — the 
process of 'contamination,' — so conspicuous in the late manuscripts of 
Suetonius, 1 was already at work as early as the XI. century. 

The kinship of V 4 with A comes to light in a number of peculiar 
readings which it shares with that manuscript: 22, 29 uasa; 25, 18 et 
ait uero; 27, 19 conibebat; 32, 26 detineretur; 35, 1 maximo aequin- 
tus; 38, 14 minos gentes; 50, 28 praesident idem; 55-, 23 uirili toga; 
85, 16 quinques; 100, 3 imperauit; to which may be added 33, 2 
mouere, and 62, 19 ex quiis, as originally written, though in A they 
have been corrected ; and 26, 8, where I find homine in V* R x only, but 
in A, which with the rest has omine, a letter has been erased before the 
0. At 3, 8 I find the correct reading annum agens in AF 4i M* only. 
Places may also be pointed out where a peculiar error of V A must have 
come from the same source as an error peculiar or almost peculiar to A, 
as 40, 30 eu A enim /"; 78, 9 ipse ei A ipse et F*. Cf. also 42, 21 
and 80, 21. The number of peculiar readings in V K is very large, and 
the greater part of them are due to mistakes in copying. The manu- 
script teems with blunders, both of commission and omission. Besides 
having nearly all the lacunae common to A and the rest, it has a good 
many of its own, ranging from single words to whole clauses. The 
longer passages omitted are : 24, 23 alii Oppium putant; 36, 11 sacri- 
ficare uota suscipere; 47, 19 Lollianam et Varianam sed; 51, 20 
seruumque praelucentem exanimasset; 53, 5 aut per pacem etiam 
extiterant; 58, 35 ruinae metu populum retinere; 62, 2 hie conuiuio 
pleno proclamasset ; 82, 28 omina relatum estnon si; 88, 19 seruisque 
ad pilleum frustra uocatis; 102, 11 et ne orerentur sedulo cauit; 
107, 27 naturalem Drusum neque; 109, 10 alia de causa perculit inter 
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quos cum plurimorum clade. There are something like a hundred of 
these lacunae, great and small, in the 102 pages of the codex; and 
of these not more than a fifth, on the most liberal estimate, can possibly 
have been deliberate. Of positive errors, there is a conspicuous array 
of the verbal kind, those, that is, that substitute for the right word or 
phrase another that resembles it, — a good Latin form, but meaningless 
in the context. Examples are rumoris for rursus (4, 6), ante biduum 
for ante Bibulum (10, 24), regi for rei (33, 27), eadtm for aeiie 
(46, 35), uideret for ualeret (53, 28), adhuc modicum for ad hunc 
modum (60, 11), crimina for carmina (63, 19), aut freouenti for 
auferente (64, 20), rerum for Rhenum (95, 2) ; to say nothing of a 
host of easy errors, such as tenere for temere, poena for poema, celerri- 
mos for cclcberrimos, pristinum for primum, etc. Errors resulting in 
barbarous forms, such as sublio for subsellio, uirgibus for uirginibus, are, 
if we leave out of account proper names and corrupt spelling, distinctly 
exceptional. 

Of the peculiar readings of V K the great majority are evidently verbal 
errors of the kind described ; and the places where we can suppose 
deliberate emendation are exceedingly few and uncertain. I can point 
only to two: 46, 10 rapere adorti, Telephus . . . destinarat, where 
adorti (like ad extremum, the other variant) may have been a guess to 
replace the partly illegible ad exercitus of the archetype, leaving 
Telephus the only subject of the final verb ; and just before the lacuna 
at 58, 35, where construcrc (for consternatum) may have been a feeble 
attempt to complete a word the end of which had been lost in the 
mutilation of the archetype which caused the lacuna in V* at this 
point. These examples can have little weight against the overwhelming 
evidence on the other side, which, while it impairs the authority of the 
unsupported testimony of V*, acquits the writer of that manuscript, 
and to some degree that of its archetype as well, of any disposition to 
doctor his text. There is, further, no evidence of his having copied 
glosses into his text. While, therefore, a peculiar reading, like 53, 34 
signatores, which might have been the result of a verbal error, must 
stand on its own merits rather than on those of the manuscript, readings 
which cannot well be ascribed to such errors may be accepted with 
entire confidence as at least honest tradition and not interpolations. 
Other examples of the first kind are 26, 17 cunctantior and 31, 28 
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consideiantius (for cuncutior, consideratius), which are probably right, 
but the authority of V * is not sufficient to assure us of it. A signal 
example of the second kind is 12, 1, where V* alone, of all known 
manuscripts, preserves the figures denoting the amount of tribute im- 
posed by Caesar on the Gauls. The character of the manuscript affords 
good ground for confidence that we have here genuine tradition and 
not interpolation. 

Of the 42 places in my excerpts where V* arrays itself with one or 
more other manuscripts against A, there are at least twelve in which it 
is certainly right: 23, 19 proconsule; 32, 26 libris; 38, 16 interuallo; 
46, 2 alias; 49, 4 et; 57, 22 grauitate; 58, 11 maiorum; 67, 37 
patientiam; 74, 28 tibur; 74, 37 pilam; 80, 34 demissum; 85, 30 
quae; and there are some others that deserve consideration, as 5, 27 
arbitrum V* Mon and 61, 35 et ne V* * R l M l '. Of the rest, most are 
errors ; very few look like attempts at emendation : 1 1 ,. 1 7 consularis ; 
71, 4 extra urbe(m) ; and perhaps 83, n missilium. Whether errors 
or interpolations, they go back, like the correct readings, beyond the 
immediate archetype of V A , and must be ascribed to a manuscript 
source distinct from that of A. 

The Third Medicean, M x , shows in the dual comparison a somewhat 
closer resemblance to V* (57 : 13) than either of them does to A. 
Where M x differs from A, it is accompanied, in a large majority of 
instances within the limits of this test, by M l and R x . For these three 
codices the test yields the following figures: M x M* 60: 10; M l R l 
63 : 7 ; M l R l 67 : 23 ; and out of the 67 places where all three occur, 
the three are in accord in 53. In 37 of these 53 places they agree 
with A; with /'* in 47. In the whole body of excerpts I find the three 
arrayed against the rest of their class 18 times, — 3 times with readings 
peculiar to themselves (38, 14 minis gentis; 127, 18 aerea; 141, 1 
omnem urbem), and 15 times with readings which they share with 
some of the inferior manuscripts. It is clear that we have here to 
recognize a group — which we may for convenience call the Medicean 
Group — distinct from the manuscripts hitherto discussed, though closely 
related to them, particularly to V*. When this group is arrayed against 
A, it commonly finds an ally in V*, while Mon (or G* Mon) usually 
adheres to A. It is noteworthy that in a majority of these cases 
it is A, and not the Medicean group that has the largest following of 
inferior manuscripts. 
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Where the Medicean group is divided, it rarely (as 31, 31 ; 46, 89) 
exhibits three different readings. 'When Af*, the oldest of the trio, 
differs from the other two, it differs also, in a few cases, from the 
rest of its class, either standing alone (as 50, 28 prae se identidem 
ferret; 78, 9 ipse; 123, 25 ne tunc ; 127, 18 caethra; 142, 12 atuero 
maiore), or with one or a few of the inferior manuscripts (as 19, 22 ; 
91, 29 ; 189, 20). In the majority of cases the rest of the class is also 
divided, a part siding with Af*, a part with Af 1 R 1 . The nature of the 
divergence of Af 1 R 1 from Af* will be apparent from these facts : out 
of 16 instances of such divergence, A sides with Af* n times, with 
Af 1 R 1 3 times, with neither twice; out of 14 instances, J /4 sides 
with Af* 1 2 times, with Af 1 A' 1 once, with neither once ; on the other 
hand, out of 15 instances, the principal groups of the inferior manu- 
scripts side with Af* only twice, with Af 1 R l 10 times, with neither 
3 times. 

The relation between Af* and Af 1 may be illustrated by the following 
facts. In the dual test they agree, as we have seen, six times in seven. 
In a general test, embracing all of the 153 places in which both are 
represented, they agree in 117 and differ in 36. In 7 of the 36 cases 
of disagreement the two manuscripts agreed as first written, and in 
about two thirds the difference is merely a matter of wrong copying. 
In not more than 1 2 places can the variance be regarded as significant. 
In 10 of these 12 A sides with Af*, in 2 with Af 1 . The significance of 
these facts is apparent. They show that the divergence between Af* 
and Af 1 , while mainly arising from clerical errors, is due also in con- 
siderable measure to the fact that Af 1 has been affected to a greater 
degree than Af* by influences from a source distinct from that of A. 

In R 1 this alienating process has gone some steps farther, but not far 
enough, I think, to deprive it of its place in the same class with A. It 
certainly forsakes this class for the company of the inferior manuscripts 
in some very significant passages, as 22, 6, where it gives all three of 
the quoted verses; cf. also 4, 17 ; 21, 6; 31, 31 ; 38, 16; 86, 10; 
159, 18 and 19; 238, n. But this is likewise true of A itself; and 
on the other hand R l , in quite as many and quite as significant passages, 
ranges itself with A and its congeners against all or nearly all the rest. 
A notable example is 52, 25, where it joins them in preserving the 
spelling flamonium; cf. also 4, 35 ; 17,9; 49, 17; 58, 11; 85, 28; 
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102, u; 114,30; 183,27; 193,20; 194,6. These passages, added 
to the close agreement which has been shown to exist between J? 1 and 
Af l , must be held to outweigh the occasional intrusion into X 1 of 
readings which were not in the archetype of A or of V* or of M*, but 
which need not surprise us in a manuscript written at least a century 
and a half after M l and three centuries after M*. We should also 
recall, in judging the relations of Jt 1 , that it agrees closely with M 1 M* 
Mon in its division of the work into chapters (p. 39), that it agrees with 
M* in dividing the work into twelve books (ibid.), and that it shares 
with V* M* the peculiarity of having a Latin version sometimes written 
over the Greek phrases in the text (p. 38). 

The evidence thus far examined appears to show, then, that the 
seven manuscripts which I have spoken of as a class, are properly so 
designated ; and that within this class we should distinguish two groups, 
the members of each of which are more closely related, to one another 
than to those of the other group. The first of these, consisting of 
A Mon £7 5 , may be called, after its principal member, the Memmianus 
group, as I have called the other, M t M 1 R 1 , the Medicean group. 
Between these stands the Vaticanus Lipsii, V*, nearer to the Medicean 
group, but not, I think, of it. 

Passing now to the manuscripts that differ from A oftener than they 
agree with it, we get a clue, at the outset, in certain disturbances of the 
text which prove a common origin for two of the Vatican and three of 
the Florentine codices, all of the XIII. or XIV. century, namely : 
V J' 1 M l M l MK 

(1) In J' 01 a considerable passage in the Vespasian (from 232, 16 
salutauerat, to 234, 16 plostra dicenda, inclusive) is omitted. In V 
there is no sign of the lacuna ; in V 1 it is noted on the margin with a 
reference to the end of Suetonius, where the omitted portion is given, 
occupying 102A column-lines, i.e. a little over a page (92 lines). We 
may suppose the omission due to ' parablepsis,* the words salutauerat 
(232, 16) and salutauit (234, 17) standing in the archetype about a 
page apart. 

(2) In all five codices there is a transposition of certain passages in 
the Gallia. The passages concerned are : 

(a) 203, 4-203, 35 (e ministris — nobili puero) 

(l') 203, 35-205, 7 (quern exulantem — decimauit etiam) 

(<•) 205, 7-208, 13 (Item Germanorum — Ii ob recens). 
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In V* l M*, a is in its proper place, while b and c are transposed, so 
that the order is acb. In M %1 the disturbance begins at 203, 4, 
and the order is c a b. In these two manuscripts the disarrangement 
is noted in the margin and the proper order pointed out ; in V l M* 
there is no indication of it. I suspect that in V l M* we have the 
transposition in its original form, and that the modification of it which 
appears in M* ' is another case of ' parablepsis * : the copyist's eye 
strayed from putro, which is the last word before a, to putro at the 
end of that passage. He thus skipped a and wrote c first ; then, dis- 
covering his error, he made the best of it by copying a next, where it 
would at least be in its place before b. I assume that in the codex he 
was copying from, the transposition was noted in the margin ; and there 
is some evidence of this in a half-erased marginal note in M % at the end 
of a, where there is no break in the continuity of the text in that 
manuscript. 1 If my analysis is correct, we get, for the relations of 
these five manuscripts, the following table, in which a stands for the 
codex in which the transposition was originally made; /? is a codex 
copied from o before the transposition was noted in the latter, or at 
least copied without the marginal notes ; y is the codex in which the 
transposition took on its second form ; 8, the one in which the lacuna 
in the Vespasian first occurred. 




VT 



The figures yielded by the dual test are such as might be expected 
from this relationship : 

V y 1 5 1 : 1 V M 1 48 : 7 M* M* 38 : 3 

VM< 35:5 M*M* 42:5 

V M* 43 : 6 Af* M* 28 : 4 

1 The transposition is as old as the XII. century, being found, as Professor 
Howard informs me, in Parisians 6/16. It there appears in the same form as in 
V" ' M A , confirming my conjecture that this was its earlier form. It is also found 
in Paris. JS02 (XIV. cent.) in nearly the same form as in M' '. 



So 
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The constant agreement here shown between V V x is still more con- 
spicuous in the peculiar readings which they exhibit in many excerpts 
not embraced in the dual test, including the following, not printed 
above: 



10, 1 6 ut se de inferenda Pom- 
peio nece soUicitatum a quibusdam 
profiteretur productusque pro ros- 
tris auctores exconpacto nominaret 
Roth 

20, 7 uiam munire a mari supero 
per Appennini dorsum ad Tiberim 
usque, perfodere Isthmum Roth 

6i, 26 Commodius id uisum 
est, ut qui a loco perferunt litteras 
interrogari quoque, si quid res 
exigant, possint Roth 



64, 3 affuit et clientibus, sicut 
Scutario cuidam, euocato quondam 
suo, qui postulabatur iniuriarum. 
Vnum omnino e reorum numero, 
ac ne eum quidem nisi precibus 
eripuit Roth 

101, 1 et si quern reorum elabi 
gratia rumor esset, subitus aderat 
iudicesque aut e piano aut e quae- 
storis tribunali legum et religionis 
. . . admonebat Roth 

145, 16 et cum in Laureolo 
mimo, in quo actor proripiens se 
ruina sanguinem uomit, plures se- 
cundarum certatim experimentum 



ut se de inferenda quidem sibi 
nece soUicitatum a cicerone profi- 
teretur productusque pro rostris 
auctorem ipse nominaret V ; so 
V l ,witk omission of sibi nece, and 
auctores ipsorum for auctorem ipse 

maritimam munire. A mari supero 
per apeninum dorsum ad tyberinum 
usque perfodere montes V l 

commodior consensus est ut ab illis 
iisdem (isdem V 1 ) qui ferebant 
litteras per ilia loca litterae possent 
exire ad noticiam. aliquibus uisum 
est ut qui a loco eodem perferunt 
litteras interrogari si quid res ex- 
igat possint V l ' 

affuit et clientibus sicut sicariis 
quorumdam euocato quodam cli- 
ente suo qui postulabatur iniuria- 
rum suis domesticis flagitantibus 
ac ne earn quidem nisi precibus 
eripuit V 

et si quern reorum uidebat elabi 
gratia amore uel timore subitus 
aderat iudicesque aut plane aut 
exquisitiori lenique sermone legum 
et religionis . • . admonebat V 

et cum etiam laureatus mimus 
nausea subita motus et stupidus 
sanguinem uomuit pluresque por- 
tentum id esse eius necis dixerunt. 
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artis darent, cruore scena abun- Sic autem cena habundanter (ab- 
dauit. Parabatur et in noctem undanter K 1 ) paratur et in noctem 
spectaclum Roth spectaculum V l (so also V*, in 

which, however, portentum — para- 
tur is not copied, two lines being 
left blank) 

Examples of this kind are pretty frequent. They look, at first sight, 
like wilful distortions and senseless tampering with the text ; and they 
are no doubt, in the main, attempts of some one to make sense of 
passages that were to him unintelligible. It is to be said for him, how- 
ever, that he had a difficult archetype to deal with, — one that was 
crowded with glosses, interlinear and marginal, which he often copied 
carelessly or intentionally, and was in places illegible. Thus the curious 
interpolation at 61, 26 is plainly due to the intrusion of a scholium 
beginning sensus est; 10, 16 cicerone is a gloss on quibusdam, 101,1 
amore uel timore on gratia, 145, 16 stupidus on pturts secundarum. 
In 20, 7, out of uiam, with mart' near by, a careless scribe made mariti- 
mam, with a necessary stop after munire which transformed the road 
over the Appennines into a tunnel, and the now meaningless isthmum 
had to be changed to monies. In 64, 3 misunderstanding of euocato 
led to the insertion of cliente; in 145, 16 laureatus is an attempted 
correction of Laureolus; and so on. The distortion of proper names 
is the rule rather than the exception in Suetonian manuscripts. It is 
to be noted, further, that many of the places under discussion are 
desperately corrupt in most of the manuscripts. 

These corruptions were already in the achetype of V 1 ; for it is 
certain that neither of these manuscripts is a copy of the other. Of 
the 1 01 places where they both occur in the excerpts, they agree in all 
but six. In three of these six, and in some others outside of the 
excerpts, V x agrees with M K , while V has a reading peculiar to itself ; 
so that V x could not have been copied from V. Nor could V have 
been copied from V x , because in a number of places it has words which 
are omitted in V 1 . Their differences are largely due to inadvertence. 
Occasionally they give us a clue to the character of their archetype, as at 

sollertia 

2 j6, 34, where the archetype must have had modestia et fama. That 
this corrupt archetype (8 in the table) was copied directly from the 
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archetype of M* (/?) is not to be thought of, unless we suppose that 
after M* was copied, /? had become greatly deteriorated and written 
over with scholia and glosses; otherwise we must assume a codex 
between /? and 8. 

The corruptions of V* 1 are offset by some striking merits. Besides 
numerous instances in which they unite with the rest of their class in 
maintaining the right reading against A and its class, they have their 
fair share of correct readings in the places where their class is divided, 
as 13, 34 temptante ; 24, 5 adolescens ; 46, 2 alias ; 51,10 pro ultione ; 
52, 36 uelut exemplar; 76, 34 diuidit; 85, 30 quae; 147, 13 noui; in 
some cases standing alone, or with a very few other manuscripts, for the 
right reading, as 30, 28 permisit V xi LB 1 ; 97, 25 sed V*; 208,19 
addidit V; 227, 1 industriae expertae V; 253, 5 alieno F ot ". To 
the latter category belong 22, 29 ut naso V * l f / i "; 60, 12 ab se V" x ; 
94, 22 multique V l ; 126, 8 adiecit V, — readings adopted by Roth, 
but not known by him to rest on any manuscript authority. As in 
22, 29, so in 244, 19 et odium, V" l have preserved the proper name, 
this time along with A, while A'a congeners have gone astray with the 
inferior manuscripts; at 115, 38 and 199, 25 minois, V (I have not 
the reading of V 1 here) maintains, with a small and mixed company, the 
right form against A itself. 

Nevertheless, the numerous corruptions of V * disqualify them from 
serving as representatives of their group, and for purposes of comparison 
we must use the Florentine manuscripts. The close agreement of these 
three with one another is apparent on the face of the excerpts, as well 
as from the numerical data given above ; to which may l>e added the 
fact that within the limits of the dual test the three present identical 
readings in 28 out of the 31 places in which they all occur. The slight 
divergence in the line of descent between M il and M K appears to 
have had little influence on the text. It is perhaps traceable in a few 
places like 

•3> 34 temptante M* * tempestate M* 

32, 14 parum M 1 propter parum Af* 

42, 16 quidem M ih quoque M* 

45,21 ex caesare M* * ex caesare patre M* 
but at least as many others can be pointed out in which M K sides with 
M a against M l (cf. 15, 27 ; 20, 30; 24, 5 ; 25, 18). 
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Taking Af*, from which I happen to have the largest number of 
excerpts, as a basis of comparison, I get the following results from an 
application of the dual test : 



Af*A 19: 


41 


Af*V* 39: 


20 


Af*L 25; 


9 


M*r* 13: 


45 


Af 3 V 26 : 


8 


J/»2?>53: 


■S 


M*& 3: 


:iS 


Af*V 26: 


1 


^'5*43: 


; 10 


APAfomZ. 


^33 


Af* F w 25 : 


9 


Af*B*3&: 


: ix 


M*Af l 15; 


^39 


Af* V" 26 : 


:7 


M*B*Z9 


:8 


M*M* 8: 


■S* 


Af* F» 14 : 


13 






APR 1 23: 


= 36 


Af* V u 46 ; 
At*V 39: 


9 

:8 






Af^V" 21 


= 37 


^/ J C l 32 


= 7 






Af 1 V" 7 


: 11 


Af*0* 34 


= S 






Af* V" 14 


: 20 


^/'^ 33 


: 11 






Af* V 1 * 16 


= 17 











The indications of this table are that, besides A and its class, there 
are four manuscripts, V 1 u " ", which cannot be classed with Af* ; but 
that the remaining sixteen — those in the second and third columns — 
are to be classed with that manuscript and the group it represents, as 
against the A class. The preponderance of agreement with Af* is very 
decided except in the case of J 7 * 6 , which, however, shows a stronger 
affinity for some others in the list, as Af* (17 : 10), and B* (18 :9), 
and may be allowed to stand here at least provisionally. Our second 
class, then, embraces the following twenty-one codices : 
yt y\ yt yi y» yio yu yts yu [/ qi qi A » j/i j/« M , L B 1 B* B* B* 

Within this class also, as in the first class, we can distinguish two 
groups. To the five manuscripts of the Florentine group which has 
been described above, may be added B l B 1 , which are found in pretty 
steady agreement with one another (61 : 11) and with Af* (see the 
table), and show a still closer affinity for M* (Af l B l 52 : 1 ; Af i B* 
42:6). The Florentine group, then, will include 

V V x Af 1 Af* Af* B 1 B*, 

all manuscripts written before the XV. century. Among the rest, — 
which are all, except F', of the XV. century, — we find the nucleus of a 
group in V M U O* which are in accord in all of the 45 places where all 
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three occur. To these must be added O 1 B*, which are likewise in 
constant agreement with one another (40 : o), and almost so with V u 
{V** & 45 : 1 ; y**B l 49 : ; also V (*'«• J" 28 : 2) ; and perhaps 
H* (F M R* 36 : 7), which is found with the rest of this group, against 
all the other manuscripts, at 4, 17 triumphalemque uirum. This group, 
then, which we may call the Urbinas group, will likewise contain seven 
manuscripts : 

yi y» U O l & R* B* 

Of the remaining manuscripts of the second class, V* appears to stand 
somewhat nearer the Urbinas group, V 1 * B* somewhat nearer the 
Florentine ; V* V x " V n L cannot on the present evidence be assigned 
tc either. The two groups, in fact, have much in common and, with a 
good deal of individual variation, are usually found in agreement ; but 
they part company in a large number of places, of which the following 
may serve as examples : 

4, 17 et triumphalem uirum Flor triumphalemque uirum Urb 

24, 25 caesaris Urb om. Flor 

27, 29 coniuebat Flor cohibebat Urb 

31, 31 exta Urb exacta Flor 

33, 25 iulio Urb ilio Flor 

36, 18 adinspectantium Flor inspectantium Urb 

38, 16 magno interuallo per Urb magna ui per Flor 

63, 4 grandi iam ornatu Flor grandior iam natu Urb 

76, 34 diuidit et Flor diuidere Urb 

in, 27 etiam liberis Flor etiam uxoribus Urb 

123, 25 hoste Flor hoste tunc Urb 

159, 4 aut non Flor auete uos Urb 

Cf. also 12,18; 40, 30; 52, 36; 58,11; 122, 31; 163, 28; 
187,27; 238, n. 

There remain to be considered the four Vatican manuscripts, 
y% r/ji y u yi% f f or wn j cn our <j ata fail to show any close affinity, 
either for A or for M\ From two of these four, V n V u , my excerpts 
do not go beyond the Julius, and from V w , partly owing to the muti- 
lated state of that codex, they are still less numerous ; so that for these 
manuscripts any inferences to which our evidence may seem to point 
must be accepted with reserve. So far as we may trust it, the evidence 
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indicates that these three manuscripts, as well as V 1 , are more closely 
related to the first than to the second class. V" shares some striking 
readings with manuscripts of the first class, as 29, 14 praefectura 
V u G*Mon; 31,31 exta quondam AF**'M*; 46,5 integritatem 
asini A V u ; 46, 10 ad exercitus A V t% M* ; and it agrees with M* in 
a distinct majority of all the places where it occurs (21 out of 37) ; 
but in many significant passages, — as 38, 14 ; 49, 17 ; 52, 4 ; 52, 25 ; 
56, 35 — it sides with the second class. The other three manuscripts 
appear to be related to one another ( V* V" 26:7; V* V u 25 : 6 ; 
y\% yu 27 ; j) ) and they show a considerable preponderance of agree- 
ment with members of the Medicean group (£" M 1 46 : 22 ; V 1 * M x 
24 : 9 ; V x< R x 24 : 8). These figures of the dual test are supplemented 
by some striking agreements in readings more or less peculiar, as 

4, 30 dissidere V* • « 10 R l M 1 » diffidere V u " 

4, 34 tribunos J-' 5 " 

11, 23 aliis . . . additis V wu K i M 1 * aliis adiectis V* 

11, 33 deorum V* " 

25, 18 uero V* » » J! 1 M 1 » 

26, 8 omine V l% " 

(cf. also 23, 19). We appear to have here a little group, related to the 
Medicean group, but affected to such a degree by 'contamination* from 
other sources that it can hardly be recognized as belonging to the first 
of our two classes, but stands on the border between them. 

In the most interesting and — I think — important member of this 
group, V % , the contaminating influence, in part at least, proves to be 
the same, though not carried to anything like the same extent, as that 
which has corrupted V K This appears clearly in interpolations 
peculiar to these three manuscripts, such as: 11, 32 succedentibus ; 
1 8, 36 denos tantummodo ; 31,26 apuleius ; 60, 2 in ludos et scenam ; 
61, 26 a loco eodem perferunt; 99, 4 audere; 136, 18 scopulos; 
174, 38 donum; 178, 23 nauarent praecepit; 178, 24 sine anulo leui; 
218, 32 lustrauitque signa. Even some of the grosser corruptions of 
V 1 are shared by / /6 , as those at 61, 26 and 145, 16, given above 
(p. 50). On the other hand there are convincing indications that the 
source of V*, back of the point where this stream of corruption and 
other contaminating influences began to come in, was an archetype 
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akin to those of the Memmianus and Medicean groups. Such indica- 
tions are found in numerous passages in which the reading of V % is 
shared by manuscripts of the first class only. The following may serve 
as examples : 

3, 8 annum agens A V * M* 
6, 8 cogitaret A V* * Mon 

1 8, 4 regione A V* * M x * Mon 

19, 36 in dies om. V 1 M x * 

32, 26 libris om. A V* M x ' Mon 

49, 1 7 decimum AV ii R x M xt G* Mon 
52,4 ut qui A I" 6 R x M x * 

53> 30 manifestum V k • M* 

56, 37 circaue AV ki R x M l M' (as first written) 

58, 1 1 puerorum A V* « R x M* G* Mon 

71,4 extra urbem V tl R x M xt 

80, 21 in sinum eius signum rei p-quod V* R x M x% 

141,1 omnem A I' 1 R x M x ' Mon 

193, 20 delicata A I' 1 R x M x ' G 1 

In the following, V* is found in the same exclusive company, attended 
by V u : 

48, 1 2 appellat A /'« 4 ** M* G 1 Mon 

48, 18 urbis A F* l,i M'Mon 

50, 21 primum Al' lu 

Cf., further, 14, 16; 23,19; 24,2; 25, 24 ; 31, 30; 40, 30; 60, 12 ; 
80,34; 121, 18; 127, 18. In a large majority of these places the 
reading supported by /'* and its allies is certainly wrong ; to the half- 
dozen places where they are right must be added, in making up the 
account of /'', a number of passages where that codex, alone or with a 
few of the manuscripts of the second class, supports the right reading 
against A and its class. These are : 

M.37 regnandi l' ,M R* 

22, 29 ut naso f" ' ' 

30, 28 permisit /-' 01 *Z.5* 

33, 25 iullo V* 

164, 6 qui — uescerentur V x 
228, 36 idus /'* 
253, 5 alieno V i M 
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Finally we must place to the credit of V* its frequent occurrence in 
the following list of thirty-five readings which are ascribed by Roth to 
the conjectures of various scholars or, in a few instances, to the text of 
early editions, but for which I can now cite manuscript authority. All 
of these readings except two (8, 19 and 25, 17) were adopted by Roth. 
The sources to which he credited them are given in parentheses : 

8, 19 iudice {Lawbinus, Ursinus) /^••'w 

ii, 1 responderet {Torrentius) V u 

14,37 regnandi {Serirerius) l /il0 R i 

19, 2 iis {Egnatius) /■'« » ;V* B 1 

19,9 ii (Egnatius) l' tu M h W* 

22, 29 ut naso {Mancinellus) y> lt y t u 

23, 33 militarique re {Lipsius) V l< U 
25, 17 uelit {Ernesti) B- 

45, 4 repetita italia {Schcffer) B x 

6o, 1 loco (<•//. Basil, /jjj) Vf {before 1466) 

60, 12 ab se (Baoaldus) /'* /•',' 

74, 32 aut {Roth) /' 5 

89, 3 iis {Egnatius) /■*' 

94, 22 muhii[ue (<v/. G/yph. 1548) V l 

95, 30 ageret (EM.) I'L, 

96, 18 ii {Roth) /' 5 
98, 2 iis {Casaubon) I' 1 
101, 20 ab iis (Egnatius) I' 1 
105, 22 iis (tit. Rom? 1470) V 1 
108, 16 exitium {BcroalJus) V 1 
112, 1 et {Beroalilus) /■'* 

115, 38 minois (cd. Rom?) V**** G*Mon 
122, 26 ioco (Beroalitus) B 1 

126, 8 adiecit (Beroaldus) V* 

127, 18 quercea {Roth) B 1 
159, 28 ii {Stephanus) /■'* 
166, 32 iis {Egnatius) V* 

171, 23 and 26 iis {Egnatius) V % 

172, 13 ioco (Sabellicus) B\„ 

173, 3 at {Roth) Mon 

199,25 minois (ed. Rom?) V l * u R l Mon 
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ao7, 9 terrae tremor (Erasmus) Mon 
308, »9 aurelia uia (Torrenn'us) G* Mon 
247, « abductam (Beroaldus) V u 
This list will no doubt be extended with the fuller collation of the 
manuscripts which it is to be hoped we may see in the near future. 
Meanwhile, in the light of the evidence here adduced, Roth's estimate 
(p. xxix) of the XV. century manuscripts must* be materially revised, 
and we can no longer say, with him, that in adopting a reading on the 
sole authority of one or more of these codices, we are merely accepting 
the happy conjecture of some unknown scholar of the XV. century, 
who anticipated Beroaldus and others whose names are so plentifully 
sprinkled •through his apparatus criticus. In many cases this may be 
true. It is certainly not true of the Codex Monacensis ; and when we 
find V* sharing a number of such readings (e.g. 22, 29 ut naso) with 
V l , whose archetype was written at least as early as the XIII. century, 
we cannot safely assume that the other good readings of V 1 originated 
in the XV. century. Some of these readings plainly could not have 
done so. How, for example, could a XV. century scholar have hit on 
the form Julius (33, 25), which was universally rejected until established 
in our own time by epigraphical evidence? No one who will take the 
trouble to examine the readings (p. 56) which V % shares with A and 
its class will fail to see that many of them, at least, — such as 3, 8 
annum agens, and 56,37 circaue, for example — are not of the sort 
likely to have been arrived at by conjecture, but are derived from 
manuscript tradition. If this is a right estimate, we certainly cannot 
dismiss the correct readings of F* and other late manuscripts, in places 
where A and all its class have gone astray, as mere conjectures, and 
"of no authority whatever." Corrections there are in these late 
manuscripts in abundance, and of these a good many are obviously 
conjectures, particularly where the text has got into a desperate state ; 
but there are a good many more that are borrowed from some manu- 
script tradition. This has already been noticed as a feature of the older 
manuscripts ; in the late ones also I am convinced that we have many 
survivals of genuine tradition from sources distinct from that of A, and 
perhaps from that of any of its class. 



